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PER CURI AM

Vernell A Jeffries appeals from the district court’s
order dismssing without prejudice his 42 US. C. 8§ 1983 (2000)
conplaint for want of prosecution. The district court dismssed
Jeffries’ conplaint because he failed to notify the district court
that his address changed, and, because of that failure,
correspondence fromthe court addressed to Jeffries was returned as
undel i verable. The district court’s dism ssal without prejudice is

not appeal abl e. See Domino Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers' Loca

Uni on 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cir. 1993). A dism ssa
wi thout prejudice is a final order only if “*no anmendnent [in the
conplaint] could cure the defects in the plaintiff’s case.”” 1d.

at 1067 (quoting Coniston Corp. v. Village of Hoffman Estates, 844

F.2d 461, 463 (7th GCr. 1988)). In ascertaining whether a
di sm ssal without prejudice is reviewable in this court, we nust
determ ne “whether the plaintiff could save his action by nerely

anending his conplaint.” Domno Sugar, 10 F.3d at 1066-67. In

this case, Jeffries may nove in the district court to reopen his
case and to file a signed conplaint giving his present address.
See Fed R Cv. P. 11(a). Therefore, the dism ssal order is not
appeal abl e. Accordingly, we dismss the appeal for lack of
jurisdiction. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argument woul d not aid the decisional process.
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